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survey,	since	most	of	the	creole	 languages	are	used	primary	as	spoken	languages,	 it	 is	 important	
to	have	audio	stimuli.	Also,	if	a	certain	population	of	the	creole	speaking	communities	may	not	be	





variable	 language,	 there	are	several	different	 forms	that	are	grammatical.	Each	speaker	may	be	
familiar	with	all	the	variable	forms,	or	s/he	may	be	familiar	with	only	some	of	the	variable	forms	













1. Aspect marker/copula stay  in Hawai‘i Creole
　As	a	case	study,	I	present	the	results	of	the	grammaticality	judgment	survey	I	conducted	on	the	
use	of	aspect	marker	and	copula	stay 	in	HC.	The	form	stay 	which	is	pronounced	as	ste 	or	stei 	has	







	 [‘We’re	making	the	plan.’]	 	 	 	 (Sakoda	&	Siegel	2003:60)
(2)	 Copula
	 a.	 Shi	stei 	sik.
	 	 [‘She	is	sick.’]	 	 	 	 (Sakoda	&	Siegel	2003:77)
	 b.	 He	stay 	inside	da	coffin.







to	 the	 “acrolect”	 (Alleyne	1994).	The	basilect	 refers	 to	 the	variety	 that	 is	most	creole-like	and	
most	markedly	different	from	the	standard	language	(i.e.,	 the	standard	variety	of	the	lexifier),	and	









with	bare	verbs	(stay 	+	BV),	sometimes	with	verb	plus	-ing 	form	(stay 	+	V	-ing ),	and	sometimes	just	
the	verb	plus	-ing 	form	without	the	stay	 (zero	+	V	-ing ).	Bickerton	(1977)	argues	that	the	variable	
structure	reflects	a	decreolization	process.	More	specifically,	Bickerton	assumes	that	stay 	+	V-ing	

















　The	aspect	marker	stay 	can	co-occur	with	the	past	tense	marker	wen,	which	I	call	wen 	+	stay 	
construction.	This	construction	is	used	in	basilectal	HC	to	indicate	past	progressive,	but	its	use	is	
rare,	and	mesolectal	and	acrolectal	speakers	use	was 	+	V	-ing 	instead	of	wen 	+	stay 	construction.	





involved.	 It	 is	grammatical	 to	use	stay 	with	adjectives	that	denote	non-permanent	quality,	but	 it	
is	not	grammatical	 to	use	stay 	with	adjectives	that	denote	permanent	quality.	For	example,	 the	






































language	after	1965	represent	 the	population	which	was	affected	by	 the	 impact	of	American	
Statehood	 in	1959	and	 the	change	 in	attitudes	 towards	HC.	Statehood	brought	social	 impacts	












(3)	 a.	 My	sista	not 	one	bus	driver.	(not 	+	NP)
	 	 	 [‘My	sister	is	not	a	bus	driver.’]
	 b.	 Da	new	teacher	not 	nice.	(not 	+	Adj.)
	 	 	 [‘The	new	teacher	is	not	nice.’]
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	 c.	 Dat	girl	no 	tell	secrets.	(no 	+	VP)
	 	 [‘That	girl	doesn’t	tell	secrets.’]
	 d.	 *Dea	cat	no 	cute.	(no 	+	Adj.)
	 	 [‘Their	cat	is	not	cute.’]




(4)	 a.	 She	stay 	clean	da	house.	(ambiguous	aspect)
	 	 	 [‘She	is	cleaning	the	house.’	or	‘She	has	cleaned	the	house.’]
	 b.	 She	stay 	clean	da	house	awredi.	(perfect	aspect)
	 	 	 [‘She	has	already	cleaned	the	house.’]
	 c.	 She	stay 	clean	da	house	right	now.	(progressive	aspect)
	 	 	 [‘She	is	cleaning	the	house	right	now.’]
Three	sentences	are	tested	to	see	how	speakers	accept	the	wen 	+	stay 	construction.	




(6)	 a.	 My	uncle	stay 	mad.		(non-permanent)
	 	 [‘My	uncle	is	mad.’]







































　Next,	mean	ratings	 for	stay 	+	bare	verb	construction	 is	presented	 in	Figure	2.	This	 feature	



















like	a	good	Pidgin).	Figure	3	reveals	that	for	current	HC	speakers,	wen 	+	stay 	construction	 is	an	
unfamiliar	HC	feature	that	sounds	almost	like	an	ungrammatical	feature.




















enough	 to	elicit	 speaker’s	grammatical	perception/interpretation	on	 the	 target	grammatical	
complexity	in	HC.	Results	 indicate	that	the	current	HC	speakers	in	the	island	of	Kaua‘i;	 (1)	do	not	
distinguish	the	three	variants	of	progressive	marker	stay 	claimed	by	Velupilai	 (2003);	 (2)	accept	
use	of	stay 	in	progressive	and	perfective	context	similarly;	(3)	are	sensitive	to	the	permanent	and	
nonpermanent	distinction	of	 the	adjectival	predicate;	and	(4)	 tend	to	reject	 the	combination	of	








　Interestingly,	HC	speakers	react	differently	 to	 the	 two	 features	 that	are	both	rarely	used	 in	











grammatical	 variation	 in	perception	 in	 creole	 languages	when	designed	 and	 administered	
appropriately.	The	method	used	in	this	study	was	sensitive	enough	to	reveal	gender	differences	for	
the	ungrammatical/unfamiliar	grammatical	features.	The	methodology	for	the	survey	questionnaire	







This	paper	was	 first	 presented	 as	 “Effectiveness	of	 grammaticality	 judgment	 as	 a	 tool	 for	
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